INDEX 


ABORTIONS. See Constitutional Law, IX; Jurisdiction. 


“ACQUITTAL” FOR DOUBLE JEOPARDY PURPOSES. See Con- 
stitutional Law, IV, 2. 


ADMINISTRATIVE SEARCHES OF BUSINESS PREMISES. See 
Constitutional Law, XI, 2. 


ADMIRALTY. 


Defective ships’ turbines—Products-liability claims.—Where (1) peti- 
tioners chartered ships from a shipbuilder, which had contracted with re- 
spondent to design, manufacture, and supervise installation of ships’ tur- 
bines, (2) turbines malfunctioned due to design and manufacturing defects, 
causing damage to turbines only, and (8) petitioners filed a federal-court 
admiralty action against respondent for damages, alleging tortious conduct 
based on a products-liability theory, alleged torts fell within admiralty ju- 
risdiction, but, whether stated in negligence or strict liability, no products- 
liability claim lies in admiralty when a commercial party alleges injury only 
to the product itself resulting in purely economic loss. East River S.S. 
Corp. v. Transamerica Delaval Inc., p. 858. 


AERIAL OBSERVATION OR PHOTOGRAPHY OF PREMISES BY 
GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS. See Constitutional Law, XI. 


AFFIRMATIVE-ACTION PLANS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 4. 
AFLATOXIN IN FOOD. See Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 


AGGRAVATING CIRCUMSTANCES IN CONSIDERING DEATH 
PENALTY. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 


AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN PROGRAM’S 
USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBERS. See Constitutional 
Law, VII. 


ANTITRUST ACTS. 


1. Dentists’ organization—X-ray policy—Restraint of trade.—Where 
Federal Trade Commission ruled that respondent dentists’ organization’s 
policy requiring its members to withhold x rays from dental insurers in 
connection with evaluating patients’ claims for benefits constituted an un- 
fair method of competition in violation of Federal Trade Commission Act, 
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ANTITRUST ACTS—Continued. 


since it amounted to a conspiratorial restraint of trade in violation of Sher- 
man Act, FTC’s factual findings regarding respondent’s x-ray policy were 
supported by substantial evidence and were sufficient as a matter of law 
to establish a violation of Acts in question. FTC v. Indiana Federation of 
Dentists, p. 447. 


2. Motor carrier rates—Shippers’ suit—Treble damages.—Petitioner 
shippers were not entitled to bring a treble-damages antitrust action 
against respondent motor carriers and a ratemaking bureau, alleging that 
respondents engaged in a conspiracy, in violation of Sherman Act, to fix 
rates for transporting freight between United States and Canada without 
complying with an agreement filed by bureau with, and approved by, In- 
terstate Commerce Commission. Square D Co. v. Niagara Frontier Tariff 
Bureau, p. 409. 


ARMED FORCES VETERANS’ PREFERENCE IN PUBLIC EM- 
PLOYMENT. See Constitutional Law, VI, 5. 


BALD EAGLE PROTECTION ACT. See Indians, 1. 

BANK “DEPOSITS.” See Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 
BANK ROBBERY. See Criminal Law, 2. 

BIAS OF JURORS. See Constitutional Law, X, 2. 

CABLE TELEVISION FRANCHISES. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 


CAPITAL PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, III; IV, 1; X; 
Stays. 


CASE OR CONTROVERSY. See Jurisdiction. 


CATAWBA INDIAN TRIBE DIVISION OF ASSETS ACT. 


Tribe’s 1840 conveyance of land—Statute of limitations. — Act’s redefini- 
tion of relationship between Federal Government and respondent Indian 
Tribe required application of South Carolina’s statute of limitations in 
Tribe’s federal-court action challenging validity of its 1840 conveyance of 
a tract of land to State. South Carolina v. Catawba Indian Tribe, Inc., 
p. 498. 


CERTIORARI. 


Dismissal of writ—Improvident grant.—Where (1) during collective- 
bargaining negotiations, Equal Employment Opportunity Commission 
refused to consider union’s proposal that would require EEOC to comply 
with certain federal laws and regulations concerning “contracting out” 
by federal agencies, and (2) Federal Labor Relations Authority, upon 
union’s petition for review, rejected EEOC’s contentions that its refusal 
was warranted under certain federal laws, a writ of certiorari previously 
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granted by this Court was dismissed as improvidently granted since 
EEOC’s arguments here had not been properly asserted below. EEOC v. 
FLRA, p. 19. 


CIVIL SERVICE REFORM ACT OF 1978. See Certiorari. 
CLEAN AIR ACT. See Constitutional Law, XI, 2. 
CODEFENDANT’S CONFESSION. See Constitutional Law, II. 


COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING AGREEMENTS. See Certiorari; Con- 
stitutional Law, VI, 4. 


COMMERCE CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, I. 


COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1934. 


Intrastate telephone rates—Depreciation of property—Pre-emption of 
state regulation.—Notwithstanding Federal Communications Commis- 
sion’s authority to regulate interstate wire and radio communication and 
to prescribe rules for depreciating telephone plant and equipment, § 152(b) 
of Act, which precludes FCC jurisdiction as to “charges,” “classifications,” 
and “practices” respecting intrastate communication service, bars federal 
pre-emption of a state regulation governing depreciation of dual jurisdic- 
tion property for intrastate ratemaking purposes. Louisiana Public Serv- 
ice Comm’n v. FCC, p. 355. 


COMPREHENSIVE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACT. 


Recovery of misused funds—Limitations period.—Secretary of Labor 
did not lose power to recover misused federal funds —granted to a recipient 
(such as respondent county) under Act for programs to provide job training 
and employment opportunities for disadvantaged, unemployed, or under- 
employed persons—simply because Act’s 120-day period for Secretary’s 
determining misuse of funds expired after Labor Department’s audit re- 
ports were filed before Secretary made final determination of misuse of 
funds. Brock v. Pierce County, p. 253. 


COMPULSORY PROCESS CLAUSE. See Criminal Law, 1. 
CONFESSION OF ACCUSED. See Criminal Law, 1. 
CONFESSION OF CODEFENDANT. See Constitutional Law, II. 


CONFRONTATION OF WITNESSES. See Constitutional Law, II; 
Criminal Law, 1. 


CONSOLIDATED FARM AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT ACT. See 
Constitutional Law, V. 
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CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Criminal Law, 1; Internal Reve- 
nue Code, 1; Jurisdiction. 


I. Commerce Clause. 

Liquor distillers— Wholesale prices—Validity of state statute. —Provi- 
sion of a New York statute requiring that a state-licensed liquor distiller, 
in filing with State Liquor Authority monthly price schedule for in-state 
sales to wholesalers, include an affirmation that scheduled prices are no 
higher than lowest prices that distiller will charge wholesalers anywhere in 
country during month, on its face violates Commerce Clause, and Twenty- 
first Amendment does not save provision from invalidation under Com- 
merce Clause. Brown-Forman Distillers Corp. v. New York State Liquor 
Authority, p. 573. 


II. Confrontation of Witnesses. 

Codefendant’s confession—Admissibility against defendant.—Where 
petitioner and a codefendant, charged with a double murder, were tried 
jointly in a state-court bench trial at which neither testified, judge’s reli- 
ance upon codefendant’s confession as substantive evidence against peti- 
tioner with regard to her defenses that she did not participate in one mur- 
der and acted in self-defense or sudden passion in other, violated her rights 
under Sixth Amendment’s Confrontation Clause. Lee v. Illinois, p. 530. 


III. Cruel and Unusual Punishment. 


Death penalty—Mitigating circumstances. —In sentencing phase of peti- 
tioner’s state-court trial that resulted in convictions of capital murder and 


rape, trial court’s exclusion from sentencing hearing before trial jury of 
testimony of petitioner’s jailers and a “regular visitor” that he had made a 
“good adjustment” while in jail awaiting trial denied his constitutional right 
to place before sentencing jury all relevant evidence in mitigation of pun- 
ishment. Skipper v. South Carolina, p. 1. 


IV. Double Jeopardy. 

1. Death penalty—Reimposing after retrial.—Where (1) petitioners 
were convicted of first-degree murder for killing bank-van guards during 
a robbery, (2) trial judge sentenced them to death upon finding that — 
although aggravating circumstance of “pecuniary gain” killing was not 
present because it applied only to contract killings —aggravating circum- 
stance of “heinous killing” was present, (3) Court of Appeals, reversing and 
remanding for a retrial on other grounds, held that trial judge erred in 
finding presence of “heinous killing” circumstance, but that if petitioners 
were again convicted, trial judge could find presence of “pecuniary gain” 
circumstance since it was not limited to contract killings, and (4) petition- 
ers were again convicted and sentenced to death on basis, inter alia, of 
“pecuniary gain” circumstance, Double Jeopardy Clause was not violated 
by reimposing death penalty. Poland v. Arizona, p. 147. 
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2. Grant of demurrer—“Acquittal.”—Trial judge’s grant of defendants’ 
demurrer challenging sufficiency of prosecution’s evidence at close of its 
case in chief at bench trial constituted an acquittal under Double Jeopardy 
Clause, and State’s appeal was barred because reversal would have led to 
further trial proceedings. Smalis v. Pennsylvania, p. 140. 


V. Due Process. 


Emergency loans to farmers — Notice of program. — Regarding Secretary 
of Agriculture’s and Farmers Home Administration’s handling of a pro- 
gram for emergency loans to farmers who suffered economic losses as a 
result of natural disasters occurring during a certain period—which loans 
had more generous terms than those under later versions of authorizing 
statute—lower federal courts, in respondent farmers’ action challenging 
adequacy of notice of program, erred in holding that Secretary’s conduct 
violated notice procedures relevant to program’s implementation, and 
injunctive relief requiring Administration to reopen program could not be 
supported on theory that inadequate notice deprived respondents of prop- 
erty without due process of law. Lyng v. Payne, p. 926. 


VI. Equal Protection of the Laws. 


1. Exclusion of jurors because of race—Prosecutor’s use of peremptory 
challenges. —A prosecutor’s use of peremptory challenges to strike individ- 
ual jurors from trial jury solely because of their race violates equal protec- 
tion principles; a defendant may establish a prima facie case of purposeful 
discrimination solely on evidence of prosecutor’s exercise of peremptory 
challenges at defendant’s trial, and once such showing is made, burden 
shifts to State to present a neutral explanation for challenging jurors. 
Batson v. Kentucky, p. 79. 


2. Illegitimate child—Inheritance from father.—Where (1) appellant’s 
father died at a time when a Texas statute prohibited an illegitimate child 
from inheriting from father unless parents had subsequently married, (2) 
four months after father’s death, Trimble v. Gordon, 430 U. S. 762, held 
such statutes unconstitutional, and (8) appellant then filed a state-court 
claim to a share in her father’s estate, Fourteenth Amendment interest in 
avoiding unjustified discrimination against illegitimate children required 
that appellant’s claim be protected by full applicability of Trimble. Reed 
v. Campbell, p. 852. 


3. Social Security Act—Survivor’s benefits.—Equal protection princi- 
ples were not violated by Social Security Act’s provision that authorized 
survivor’s benefits to a wage earner’s widowed spouse who remarried after 
age 60 but not to a similarly situated divorced widowed spouse who remar- 
ried. Bowen v. Owens, p. 340. 
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4. Teacher layoffs—Collective-bargaining provision—Affirmative ac- 
tion.—Where (1) respondent Board of Education adhered to collective- 
bargaining agreement with teachers’ union providing that seniority would 
generally govern layoffs but at no time would there be a greater percent- 
age of minority personnel laid off than percentage employed at time of lay- 
off, and (2) Board’s adherence to agreement resulted in nonminority teach- 
ers being laid off while minority teachers with less seniority were retained, 
Court of Appeals erred in affirming District Court’s judgment holding that 
layoff provision and racial preferences granted by Board were permissible 
under Equal Protection Clause. Wygant v. Jackson Bd. of Ed., p. 267. 


5. Veterans’ preference in public employment—Validity of New York 
law.—Where (1) New York law granted a civil service employment pref- 
erence to New York residents who were honorably discharged military 
veterans, had served during time of war, and were New York residents 
when they entered military service, (2) appellee veterans, New York resi- 
dents, were denied preference because they were not New York residents 
when they joined Army, (3) they brought an action alleging that residency 
requirement violated Equal Protection Clause and their constitutional 
right to travel, and (4) District Court dismissed complaint, Court of Ap- 
peals’ reversal of District Court’s judgment was affirmed. Attorney Gen- 
eral of N. Y. v. Soto-Lopez, p. 898. 


VII. Freedom of Religion. 
Social Security number—Use in AFDC and Food Stamp programs. — 


Federal statutory requirement that state agencies utilize aid recipients’ 
Social Security numbers in administering Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children program and Food Stamp program does not violate free exercise 
rights of recipients such as appellees, who asserted a violation of their 
Native American religious beliefs. Bowen v. Roy, p. 693. 


VIII. Freedom of Speech. 


Denial of cable television franchise—Dismissal of complaint.— Where 
respondent alleged a violation of its First Amendment free speech rights by 
petitioner city’s refusal to grant respondent a cable television franchise and 
by petitioner Department of Water and Pcver’s refusal to grant respond- 
ent access to power-line poles and underground conduits, District Court 
erred in dismissing complaint for failure to state a cause of action, since 
activities in which respondent sought to engage plainly implicated First 
Amendment interests and a fuller development of disputed factual issues 
was necessary. Los Angeles v. Preferred Communications, Inc., p. 488. 


IX. Right to Abortion. 


Pennsylvania statutory requirements—Information to be given to 
woman—Physician’s duties.—In proceedings challenging validity of Penn- 
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sylvania abortion statute, Court of Appeals properly held to be unconstitu- 
tional provisions requiring, inter alia, (1) that a woman seeking an abortion 
be informed of specified matters, including availability of medical assist- 
ance, father’s financial responsibilities if child was born, and detrimental 
effects and medical risks of an abortion, (2) that woman be furnished 
printed materials describing fetus and listing agencies offering alternatives 
to abortion, (3) that physician report such matters as woman’s race, age, 
marital status, and prior pregnancies, and physician’s basis for his deter- 
mination, after first trimester, that child is not viable, (4) that a physician 
performing a postviability abortion use technique affording best opportu- 
nity for a live birth, unless it would present a significantly greater risk to 
woman’s life or health, and (5) that a second physician attend a postviabil- 
ity abortion and take all reasonable steps necessary to preserve child’s life 
and health. Thornburgh v. American College of Obstetricians & Gyne- 
cologists, p. 747. 

X. Right to Jury Trial. 

1. Fair-cross-section representation—Bifurcated trial—“Death qualifi- 
cation” at guilt phase. — Removal for cause, prior to guilt phase rather than 
sentencing phase of a state-court bifurcated murder trial, of prospective 
jurors whose opposition to death penalty would prevent or substantially 
impair performance of their duties as jurors at sentencing phase, does not 
violate Sixth Amendment’s fair-cross-section requirement. Lockhart v. 
McCree, p. 162. 


2. Racial bias—Examination of jurors.—A defendant accused of an in- 
terracial capital crime is entitled to have prospective jurors informed of 
victim’s race and questioned on issue of racial bias. Turner v. Murray, 
p. 28. 


XI. Searches and Seizures. 


1. Backyard of home—Naked-eye observation from airplane.—Where 
(1) respondent’s backyard was shielded from ground-level public view, (2) 
police officers flew in an airplane over premises at an altitude of 1,000 feet 
and readily identified marijuana plants growing in yard, and (8) a search 
warrant was obtained and plants were seized, Fourth Amendment was 
not violated by warrantless naked-eye aerial observation of yard, notwith- 
standing it was within curtilage of respondent’s home, since officers’ ob- 
servation took place from public navigable airspace in a physically non- 
obtrusive manner. California v. Ciraolo, p. 207. 

2. EPA aerial observation of plant complex—Aerial photographs. — 
Where (1) petitioner refused to permit Environmental Protection Agency 
to conduct an on-site inspection of petitioner’s chemical plant complex, 
which was protected from ground-level public view, and (2) EPA did not 
then seek an administrative search warrant, but instead employed a com- 
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mercial aerial photographer, using a standard precision aerial mapping 
camera, to take photographs of complex from various altitudes within law- 
ful navigable airspace, EPA’s use of aerial observation and photography 
was within its authority under Clean Air Act, and its taking of photographs 
was not a search prohibited by Fourth Amendment. Dow Chemical Co. v. 
United States, p. 227. 


“CONTRACTING OUT” BY FEDERAL AGENCIES. See Certiorari. 


CRIMINAL LAW. See also Constitutional Law, II-IV; VI, 1; X; XI, 1; 
Indians, 1; Speedy Trial Act; Stays. 

1. Accused’s confession—Circumstances of interrogation—Admissibil- 
ity of evidence.—Where (1) prior to petitioner’s murder trial, state court 
determined that his confession was voluntary and refused to suppress it, 
(2) at trial, petitioner sought to introduce testimony describing length of 
interrogation and manner in which it was conducted, thereby hoping to 
show that confession was unworthy of belief, and (3) court ruled that testi- 
mony was inadmissible as pertaining solely to issue of voluntariness, exclu- 
sion of testimony deprived petitioner of his fundamental constitutional 
right —whether under Due Process Clause, Compulsory Process Clause, or 
Confrontation Clause—to a fair opportunity to present a defense. Crane 
v. Kentucky, p. 683. 


2. “Dangerous weapon”— Unloaded handgun.—An unloaded handgun is 
a “dangerous weapon” within meaning of 18 U. S. C. §2113(d).  McLaugh- 
lin v. United States, p. 16. 


CRUEL AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, 
III. 


“CURTILAGE” OF HOME. See Constitutional Law, XI. 


CUSTODIAL INTERROGATION OF ACCUSED. See Criminal Law, 
1. 


“DANGEROUS” WEAPONS. See Criminal Law, 2. 
DEATH PENALTY. See Constitutional Law, III; IV, 1; X; Stays. 


“DEATH QUALIFICATION” OF JURORS. See Constitutional Law, 
X, 1. 

DELETERIOUS SUBSTANCES IN FOOD. See Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act. 


DENTISTS’ ORGANIZATION’S X-RAY POLICY. See Antitrust 
Acts, 1. 


“DEPOSITS” IN BANKS. See Federal Deposit Insurance Corpora- 
tion. 
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DEPRECIATION OF PROPERTY IN FIXING TELEPHONE RATES. 
See Communications Act of 1934. 
DISABILITY BENEFITS. See Social Security Act, 1. 


DISCRIMINATION AGAINST HANDICAPPED INFANTS. See Re- 
habilitation Act of 1973. 


DISCRIMINATION AGAINST ILLEGITIMATE CHILDREN. See 
Constitutional Law, VI, 2. 


DISCRIMINATION BASED ON RACE. See Constitutional Law, VI, 
L472 


DISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT. See Constitutional Law, 
VI, 4. 


DISTRICT COURTS. See Admiralty. 


DIVORCED SPOUSE’S REMARRIAGE AS AFFECTING SOCIAL 
SECURITY SURVIVOR’S BENEFITS. See Constitutional Law, 
VI, 3. 


DOUBLE JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, IV. 


DUE PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, V; Internal Revenue Code, 
1; Stays. 


EAGLE PRESERVATION. See Indians, 1. 
EIGHTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, III. 


ELECTRIC POWER RATES. 


Interstate commerce—State Commission’s order—Pre-emption by fed- 
eral law. —Where (1) appellants, related corporations, owned hydroelectric 
powerplants that were operated by Tennessee Valley Authority under an 
arrangement whereby TVA furnished them with certain types of electric 
power, (2) one appellant sold power to North Carolina retail customers, 
(3) North Carolina Utilities Commission, in calculating rate to be charged 
that appellant’s North Carolina customers, issued an order allocating types 
of power between that appellant and another appellant that sold its power 
to a Tennessee corporation, and (4) State Commission’s order differed from 
allocation by Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in a wholesale rate- 
making proceeding, State Commission’s allocation was pre-empted by fed- 
eral law. Nantahala Power & Light Co. v. Thornburg, p. 953. 


EMERGENCY LOANS TO FARMERS. See Constitutional Law, V. 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Certiorari; Constitutional 
Law, VI, 4, 5; National Labor Relations Act. 


EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, VI, 4. 
ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT. See Indians, 1. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY’S USE OF AERIAL 
OBSERVATION OR PHOTOGRAPHS. See Constitutional Law, 
XI, 2. 


EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 
ESTATE TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code, 1. 
EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, II-IV; VI, 1; Criminal Law, 1. 


FAIR-CROSS-SECTION REPRESENTATION ON JURIES. See Con- 
stitutional Law, X, 1. 


FARMERS’ EMERGENCY LOANS. See Constitutional Law, V. 


FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE CORPORATION. 


Standby letter of credit—Insured “deposit.”—A standby letter of credit 
issued by a bank to a third party—which letter provided that a draft drawn 
on it would be honored if third party’s customer failed to pay third party 
for goods, and which was backed by customer’s promissory note to bank 
contingent on third party’s presenting drafts on letter of credit after cus- 
tomer’s nonpayment —does not constitute a “deposit” so as to be insured 
in third party’s favor when bank became insolvent and Federal Deposit 
Insurance Corporation became its receiver. FDIC v. Philadelphia Gear 
Corp., p. 426. 


FEDERAL ESTATE TAX. See Internal Revenue Code, 1. 
FEDERAL FOOD, DRUG, AND COSMETIC ACT. 


Aflatoxin in food—Tolerance level—FDA’s discretion.—Food and Drug 
Administration’s interpretation of § 346 of Act—as giving FDA discretion 
whether to promulgate tolerance levels for poisonous or deleterious sub- 
stances in food so as to excuse its failure to set a tolerance level for afla- 
toxin before allowing shipment of tainted corn—was sufficiently rational to 
preclude a court from substituting its judgment for FDA’s. Young v. 
Community Nutrition Institute, p. 974. 


FEDERAL GIFT TAX. See Internal Revenue Code, 1. 
FEDERAL INCOME TAX. See Internal Revenue Code, 2. 


FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See Communications Act of 1934; 
Constitutional Law, I; Electric Power Rates; Indians, 2; National 
Labor Relations Act; Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IV; VI, 3. 
FIREARMS. See Criminal Law, 2. 

FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII. 

FOOD REGULATIONS. See Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 
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FOOD STAMP PROGRAM’S USE OF SOCIAL SECURITY NUM- 
BERS. See Constitutional Law, VII. 


FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1, 2, 4, 
5; Criminal Law, 1. 


FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, XI. 


FRANCHISES FOR CABLE TELEVISION. See Constitutional Law, 
VIII. 


FREEDOM OF RELIGION. See Constitutional Law, VII. 
FREEDOM OF SPEECH. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 
GENERAL ALLOTMENT ACT OF 1887. See Quiet Title Act of 1972. 
GIFT TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code, 1. 


GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES. See Certiorari; Constitutional Law, 
VI, 4, 5. 


HANDGUNS. See Criminal Law, 2. 


HANDICAPPED INFANTS’ HOSPITAL CARE. See Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973. 


HUNTING RIGHTS OF INDIANS. See Indians, 1. 
HYDROELECTRIC POWER RATES. See Electric Power Rates. 


ILLEGITIMATE CHILD’S INHERITANCE FROM FATHER’S ES- 
TATE. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2. 


ILLINOIS. See Jurisdiction. 
IMMUNITY OF INDIAN TRIBES FROM SUIT. See Indians, 2. 


IMMUNITY OF UNITED STATES FROM SUIT. See Quiet Title Act 
of 1972. 


IMPROVIDENT GRANT OF CERTIORARI. See Certiorari. 
INCOME TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code, 2. 


INDIANS. See also Catawba Indian Tribe Division of Assets Act; Con- 
stitutional Law, VII; Quiet Title Act of 1972. 


1. Hunting rights—Preservation of eagles.—In a prosecution of re- 
spondent member of Yankton Sioux Tribe for violations of Bald Eagle Pro- 
tection Act and Endangered Species Act by shooting bald eagles and a 
golden eagle without a Government permit, respondent could not assert 
defense that under an 1858 treaty he had right to hunt eagles within Yank- 
ton Reservation for noncommercial purposes and Acts in question did not 
abrogate such right. United States v. Dion, p. 734. 

2. Jurisdiction of Indian Tribe’s claim—State’s disclaimer statute—Pre- 
omption by federal law.—Where petitioner Tribe brought suit in a North 
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Dakota court against respondent for negligence and breach of contract in 
connection with a construction project on Tribe’s reservation, suit was 
improperly dismissed under a state statute that, absent a tribe’s waiver of 
sovereign immunity, disclaimed unconditional state-court civil jurisdiction 
that had been extended in such cases under an earlier state statute, since 
disclaimer statute was pre-empted by a federal statute which governed 
state assumption of jurisdiction over Indian country and which did not 
provide for disclaimers of jurisdiction. Three Affiliated Tribes v. Wold 
Engineering, p. 877. 


INFANTS’ HOSPITAL CARE. See Rehabilitation Act of 1973. 
INSTRUCTIONS TO JURY. See Stays. 


INSURED BANK DEPOSITS. See Federal Deposit Insurance Cor- 
poration. 


INTERNAL REVENUE CODE. 


1. Gift and estate tax exemptions—Replacement by “unified credit”— 
Transitional rule.—Where (1) prior to 1977, Code permitted a $30,000 life- 
time gift tax exemption and a $60,000 estate tax exemption, (2) Tax Re- 
form Act of 1976, which became effective on January 1, 1977, eliminated 
such exemptions and created a “unified credit” that taxpayer could apply to 
either gift tax or estate tax, and (3) 1976 Act also contained a “transitional 
rule” reducing unified credit as to a later-deceased taxpayer’s gifts that 
had been made after September 8, 1976, Internal Revenue Service prop- 
erly applied transitional rule to appellees’ decedent’s situation involving 
gifts made on September 28, 1976, and his death about two years later, 
and transitional rule, as so applied, did not violate due process principles. 
United States v. Hemme, p. 558. 


2. Income tax—Business expense—Slot machines—Liability for “pro- 
gressive” jackpots. —Respondent taxpayer, which operated slot machines 
at its casino that had “progressive” jackpots which, under state regula- 
tions, could not be reduced from indicated amount before being paid out, 
was entitled, under its accrual method of accounting, to claim as a business 
deduction for fiscal year accrued liability for progressive jackpots even 
though they had not yet been won by a patron. United States v. Hughes 
Properties, Inc., p. 593. 


INTERROGATION OF ACCUSED BY POLICE. See Criminal Law, 
1, 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE. See Constitutional Law, I; Electric 
Power Rates. 


INTOXICATING LIQUORS. See Constitutional Law, I. 
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JAILER’S TESTIMONY AT DEATH PENALTY HEARING. See Con- 
stitutional Law, III. 


JOB-TRAINING PROGRAMS. See Comprehensive Employment and 
Training Act. 


JUDICIAL REVIEW OF MEDICARE REGULATIONS. See Social 
Security Act, 2. 


JURISDICTION. See also Admiralty; Indians, 2. 


Abortion statute’s validity— Dismissal of appeal. —Where (1) in District 
Court, appellee physicians successfully challenged constitutionality of pro- 
visions of Illinois abortion statute imposing criminal sanctions on physi- 
cians for violations of prescribed standards of care and requirements as to 
furnishing patient with particular abortion-related information, (2) appel- 
lant pediatrician was allowed to intervene as a party defendant based on 
his conscientious objection to abortions and his status as a pediatrician and 
a parent, and (3) Court of Appeals affirmed and State did not appeal but 
filed a “letter of interest” under this Court’s Rule 10.4 stating that its 
interest was identical to that advanced by it in lower courts and was essen- 
tially coterminous with appellant’s position, appeal was dismissed for want 
of jurisdiction because appellant lacked any judicially cognizable interest in 
Illinois statute and there was no longer any Article III “case” or “contro- 
versy” between appellees and State. Diamond v. Charles, p. 54. 


JURY INSTRUCTIONS. See Stays. 


JURY TRIALS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1; X. 
LABOR UNIONS. See Certiorari; National Labor Relations Act. 


LETTERS OF CREDIT. See Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 


LIMITATIONS PERIODS. See Catawba Indian Tribe Division of 
Assets Act; Comprehensive Employment and Training Act; Quiet 
Title Act of 1972; Social Security Act, 1; Speedy Trial Act. 


LIQUOR REGULATIONS. See Constitutional Law, I. 
LOANS TO FARMERS. See Constitutional Law, V. 


MANUFACTURER’S LIABILITY FOR DEFECTIVE SHIPS’ TUR- 
BINES. See Admiralty. 


MEDICAL CARE FOR HANDICAPPED INFANTS. See Rehabilita- 
tion Act of 1973. 


MEDICARE PROGRAM. See Social Security Act, 2. 


MILITARY VETERANS’ PREFERENCE IN PUBLIC EMPLOY- 
MENT. See Constitutional Law, VI, 5. 
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MISUSE OF FEDERAL GRANTS. See Comprehensive Employment 
and Training Act. 


MITIGATING CIRCUMSTANCES IN CONSIDERING DEATH PEN- 
ALTY. See Constitutional Law, III. 


MOTOR CARRIER ACT OF 1980. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
MOTOR CARRIER RATES. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 


NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT. 


State-court suit against union—Pre-emption by NLRA.—Where appel- 
lee, a former ship superintendent for a stevedoring company who appar- 
ently was discharged for attempting to organize superintendents, success- 
fully sued appellant Union in state-court action alleging Union’s fraud in 
assuring superintendents that it would get their jobs back if they were 
discharged for Union-related activities, proper standard for determining 
Union’s claim that Act pre-empted state proceedings was whether appellee 
was arguably an employee, rather than a supervisor, so as to require Na- 
tional Labor Relations Board to initially decide pre-emption issue, and 
Union made no showing that appellee was an employee. Longshoremen v. 
Davis, p. 380. 


NONINTERCOURSE ACT. See Catawba Indian Tribe Division of 
Assets Act. 


NORTH CAROLINA. See Electric Power Rates. 
NORTH DAKOTA. See Indians, 2. 


PARENTAL CONSENT FOR INFANTS’ HOSPITAL CARE. See Re- 
habilitation Act of 1973. 


PARENT AND CHILD. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2; Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973. 


PENNSYLVANIA. See Constitutional Law, IX. 


PEREMPTORY CHALLENGE BASED ON JUROR’S RACE. See 
Constitutional Law, VI, 1. 


PHYSICIANS’ DUTIES AS TO ABORTIONS. See Constitutional 
Law, IX. 


POISONS IN FOOD. See Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act. 
POLICE INTERROGATION OF ACCUSED. See Criminal Law, 1. 


PRE-EMPTION OF STATE LAW BY FEDERAL LAW. See Commu- 
nications Act of 1934; Electric Power Rates; Indians, 2; National 
Labor Relations Act. 


PRODUCTS-LIABILITY CLAIMS. See Admiralty. 
PUBLIC EMPLOYEES. See Certiorari; Constitutional Law, VI, 4, 5. 
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QUIET TITLE ACT OF 1972. 


Indian allotment lands—Action against Government—Limitations pe- 
riod.—Where (1) at respondent’s request, Bureau of Indian Affairs, in 
1967, provided her with a list of her inherited interests in Indian land allot- 
ments but did not include three allotments that Government, as trustee, 
had sold in 1954, (2) in response to a specific inquiry in 1981, Bureau 
informed her that such allotments had been sold, and (8) alleging that 
sale was void, she filed a federal-court suit against Government, action was 
one to adjudicate a disputed title to real property in which United States 
claimed an interest within meaning of Act, and was barred by Act’s 12-year 
limitations period, which began to run at least by 1967. United States v. 
Mottaz, p. 834. 


RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1, 4; X, 2. 
RATES FOR ELECTRIC POWER. See Electric Power Rates. 


RATES FOR INTRASTATE TELEPHONE SERVICE. See Commu- 
nications Act of 1934. 


RATES OF MOTOR CARRIERS. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
REED-BULWINKLE ACT. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973. 


Discrimination against handicapped infants—Hospital care—Validity 
of regulations. —Court of Appeals properly held that § 504 of Act, prohibit- 
ing discrimination against handicapped persons under any federally funded 


program, did not authorize Secretary of Health and Human Services’ regu- 
lations providing, in effect, that federally funded hospitals could not with- 
hold health care from infants on basis of their mental or physical impair- 
ments even when no parental consent for such care was given. Bowen v. 
American Hospital Assn., p. 610. 


RELIGIOUS FREEDOM. See Constitutional Law, VII. 


REMARRIAGE AS AFFECTING SOCIAL SECURITY SURVIVOR’S 
BENEFITS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 3. 


RESIDENCY REQUIREMENT FOR VETERANS’ PREFERENCE IN 
PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT. See Constitutional Law, VI, 5. 


RESTRAINTS OF TRADE. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 
RETROACTIVITY OF DECISIONS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2. 
RIGHT TO ABORTION. See Constitutional Law, IX. 

RIGHT TO JURY TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, X. 

RIGHT TO SPEEDY TRIAL. See Speedy Trial Act. 

RIGHT TO TRAVEL. See Constitutional Law, VI, 5. 
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SCHOOLTEACHER LAYOFFS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 4. 
SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Constitutional Law, XI. 


SECRETARY OF LABOR’S RECOVERY OF MISUSED FEDERAL 
GRANTS. See Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. 


SELECTION OF JURORS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 1; X. 
SHERMAN ACT. See Antitrust Acts. 
SHIPS’ TURBINES. See Admiralty. 


SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II; X; Criminal Law, 
i. 


SLOT MACHINE OPERATOR’S TAX LIABILITY. See Internal Rev- 
enue Code, 2. 


SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. See also Constitutional Law, VI, 3; VII. 

1. Disability benefits—Validity of administrative procedure—Class ac- 
tion.—Where federal-court class action was brought against federal offi- 
cials to challenge internal policy relating to administrative procedure for 
terminating or determining eligibility for disability benefits under Act, 
District Court properly certified class to include (1) claimants who had not 
complied with Act’s requirement that judicial review be sought within 60 
days of Secretary of Health and Human Services’ final decision, since 60- 
day requirement was a statute of limitations and was tolled while claim- 
ants, because of challenged internal policy, did not know of a violation of 
their rights, and (2) claimants who failed to exhaust their administrative 


remedies. Bowen v. City of New York, p. 467. 


2. Medicare program—ZJudicial review of regulations. —Judicial review 
of federal regulations governing payment of benefits under Part B of Medi- 
care program is not barred by Act’s provisions (42 U.S. C. § § 1895ff, 
1395ii (1982 ed. and Supp. II)) relating to Part A of Medicare program 
and review of “amount determinations.” Bowen v. Michigan Academy of 
Family Physicians, p. 667. 


SOUTH CAROLINA. See Catawba Indian Tribe Division of Assets 
Act. 


SPEEDY TRIAL ACT. 

Limitations period—Delays from pretrial hearings. —Act’s provision ex- 
cluding from prescribed limitations period (requiring trial within 70 days of 
filing of an indictment or information, or of defendant’s first appearance 
before a judge or magistrate) any delay resulting from other proceedings 
concerning defendant, excludes from 70-day limitation all time between fil- 
ing of a pretrial motion and conclusion of hearing on that motion and any 
delay for additional filings from parties needed for motion’s disposition, 
whether or not delay in holding such hearing is “reasonably necessary”; 
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SPEEDY TRIAL ACT—Continued. 


record established no violation of 70-day requirement with regard to peti- 
tioners’ federal-court trial, which was delayed pending disposition of their 
pretrial motion to suppress evidence. Henderson v. United States, p. 321. 


STANDBY LETTERS OF CREDIT. See Federal Deposit Insurance 
Corporation. 


STANDING TO SUE. See Jurisdiction. 


STATE COURTS’ JURISDICTION OVER INDIAN TRIBES’ SUITS. 
See Indians, 2. 


STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS. See Catawba Indian Tribe Division of 
Assets Act; Comprehensive Employment and Training Act; Quiet 
Title Act of 1972; Social Security Act, 1; Speedy Trial Act. 


STAYS. 


Judgment invalidating death penalty.—California’s application to stay 
enforcement of State Supreme Court’s judgment invalidating respondent’s 
death sentence for murder on grounds that failure to properly instruct jury 
on issue of intent to kill violated due process requirements and that such 
error was not harmless, is granted. California v. Hamilton (REHNQUIST, 
J., in chambers), p. 1301. 


SUPREME COURT. See Jurisdiction. 


SURVIVOR’S SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS. See Constitutional 
Law, VI, 3. 


TAXES. See Internal Revenue Code. 

TAX REFORM ACT OF 1976. See Internal Revenue Code, 1. 
TELEPHONE RATES. See Communications Act of 1934. 
TELEVISION FRANCHISES. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 
TEXAS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 2. 

TOLLING STATUTES OF LIMITATIONS. See Social Security Act, 1. 
TRAVEL RIGHTS. See Constitutional Law, VI, 5. 
TREBLE-DAMAGES ACTIONS. See Antitrust Acts, 2. 
TUCKER ACT. See Quiet.Title Act of 1972. 

TURBINES FOR SHIPS. See Admiralty. 

TWENTY-FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, I. 
UNFAIR COMPETITION. See Antitrust Acts, 1. 

UNIONS. See Certiorari; National Labor Relations Act. 
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UNITED STATES’ IMMUNITY FROM SUIT. See Quiet Title Act of 
1972. 


UNLOADED HANDGUN AS “DANGEROUS WEAPON.” See Crimi- 
nal Law, 2. 


VETERANS’ PREFERENCE IN PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT. See 
Constitutional Law, VI, 5. 


WEAPONS. See Criminal Law, 2. 
WHOLESALE LIQUOR PRICES. See Constitutional Law, I. 
WITNESSES. See Constitutional Law, II; Criminal Law, 1. 


WORDS AND PHRASES. 
1. “Dangerous weapon.” 18U.S. C. §2113(d). McLaughlin v. United 
States, p. 16. 


2. “Deposit.” 12 U.S.C. §1813()(1). FDIC v. Philadelphia Gear 
Corp., p. 426. 


X-RAY POLICY OF DENTISTS’ ORGANIZATION. See Antitrust 
Acts, 1. 





